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» for remediat1qn, ‘retention, early 1dent1f1ca§1on, and other 1ntervent1on approaches

Th1s study was~ | attempt to “examine certa1n aspects of the dropout prob]em B

'i_' aad to specifically study the re]at1onsh1ps between certain character1st1cs .

within a- hand1capped and non- hand1capped popu]at1on .
- \_.
A rEV1ew of the - ex1st1ng research as- cohta1ned in educat1ona1 11terature was: -
undertaken which 1dent1f1ed characteristics common among secondary school drop- -
outs, ‘described reasons ‘given as.influential-in ;he decision to leave school,
-and described those educatiional programs which have been-used in other settings |
1n dea11ng w1th the dropout prob]em B , : L e _ !
’ .
E1ght schoo] d1str1cts wh1ch had spec1a1 educat1on prOJects funded t\rough the h
~ Texas- Educat1on ‘Agency agreed to 'participate in: data collection.. These districts:
reflected a-wide range of the population of the state of Texas. Two of the ‘
schools .were suburkan schools, one with a middle class population and one with
a lower. m1dd1e class popu]at1on. One'school was' located :in rural .northeast .
Texas, two wepe located in rural middle Texas, and one was.a rural southeast
" Texas scHoo]/y The rema1n1ng schools consisted of ‘an inner, city high school and

* a high schopl located in the valley region of" Texas in a town whikh has a small

un1vers1ty, Although the population was not rangomly selected, it is. ref]ect1ve,
~.of many. gchoo] districts in Texas. Add1t1ona11y, it is also reflective of a'”’
‘more rural' popu]at1on than is found in other studies of school drgpouts. The
high proport1on of »inner city school dropouts-has tended to cause a concentra- -
tion on urban rather than rural subJects

" Two 11m1tat1ons shou]d be noted in add1t1on to the nonrandom samp]e Data col- -
1ect1on was completed by the individual project staff members ‘Although. the re- -

, uearchers provided -a definition of the character1st1cs to &8 identified and de-
ta1led the procedures to be fo]Towed dur1ng on-site v1s1ts, d1rbct contro] over
the actua1 data col]ect1on was not poss1ﬁ1e

Second]y, the actual number of dropouts ‘in each d1str1ct was noL available. The
districts had difficulty in identifying atcurate information for various reasons.
Some of the reasons were lack of school records on dropouts and‘on their subse-
.quent activities, transfer students who mhy or mgy not be attending school -else-
where, and students who left schoal and then re-éntered. However,- -all of the pro-
~ject directors agreed that the school superintendent's report tg the Texas :
Education Agency did not reflect the true1number of dropouts. he actual inci-
“dence. of dropouts was h1gher than this f1gure Thgrefore, -the researchers have
no way of deciding what size sample was. reflected By the reporteg cases.. It
“should be noted that the: researghers found that considerable inconsistency in re-
porting students who lefts schQol-during—the June 1 to August 31 period existed.
.Unless a reqguest was made for .records, these students. were freouenflvennf re-

ported as a schoo] 1edVer SRR o : o X

o . : : ~
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-;-'Each of t'e e1ght schoo1 d1str1cts was asked to 1dent1fy a11 of the1r dropouts
.. from May: 976" through. April- 1977.7. This. identification procedure was .completed for:
~-May 1976 :hrough January,1977 and then cont1nued dur1mg the rema1n1ng.schoo1

",. A . TE ‘--.~ B Ll -

: SeVera1 o the d1str1cts chose ‘to e on]y a portqon of the1r tota1 dropoutu ,
' popu]at1o ,because of Jlack of pers nne1 avan]able -as’; compared to dr0pout numbers

‘In add1t1'n to 22; demograph1c'var‘ab1es,,(See Tab1e I) severa1 proaects agreed
,vto,person T1y interview a number ‘Bff . dropouts us1ng a'schedu1ed 1nterv1ew formatc__,

'_Dur1ng the 1nterv1ews, thése dr J uts were asked - Y ; . -
:-;"Is there anyth1 g. the schoo] cou1d have done to make your L _,;5;53-
:;1eav1ng more d1 f1cu1t? i' oo » g f”"! .
.s.Jho1ch subJects in schoo] d1d you feelawere most 1mportant7 g““:- ~ ¥
. '1edSt ﬂnpor‘tant? IR ST . . e ) | . '
,;iff7wh3 did you drop out of schoo]? h - ﬁ- o § ‘,f;'.;;

o - TR
, . . "

4i~?Att1tude quest10ns d1rected toward p0551b1e 1ntervent1on
programs, schoo] Rrograms, a and schoo1 personne1

A tota] of 237 1nd1v1dua1€§ropout cases. were obta1ned of thege cases 111
V:or 47 percent, were identified as non- hand1capped and 126,.or 53 percent, were

jdentified as handicapped. :Learning disa@bTed or educable menta]]y retarded 7
' accounted for the majority of the handicapping conditions. . , - S

o

ATthough 237 cases were recorded, a]] of the 1nformat1on on each. factor was not
availabte. -Therefore, the‘number of respondents on each factor varies. Table

I contains the percent.of total responses of non- hand1capped and hand1capped '

dropouts reported primarily from schoo1 records L

2 1
ks L4 . o « .

' ,Some d1fferences can be noted - ‘between the two groups There were more handi-

; apped males.. The racial classifications were-relatiyely eq!a]. ‘Marital status 4
as:also-fairly even. Age at exit tended to.be. §1mi13¥ between groups. The - E
) "t prevaTent age categories were 16, 175:and-18. . Most of the dropouts left .
,chool in 10th or 11th grade, although- the;h 'capped a1so had a h1gh numBer o
.ho 1eft in 9th grade ‘ : I . T

" The number of days- absent was in excess of 15zfor 45% of the samp]e in Jun
"high ahd 57% 1in senior "high. \n both cases, the hand%capped group had a 1
- occurrence of ‘absenteeism. : o . ( . ,




et e ey

R

. -

1.Q. 1eve1 was consgstenf w1th the p0pu1at1on 'Théarnoglargest handicapping I

conditions were educable menta]]y etarded and learning disabled. = The non~

_;fhand1capped group, howevar, had,a’ number of students with I.Q. scores under 90.

Reading 1evp1 stimates -Were cens1stent with 1.Q. scores. E1ghty -two percent
of the. hand1capped group were two years behind grade level ip read1ng . The

majority of the handicapped group was below: 10th grade. placement. .This 1nd1cated )

a failure of many of these students to make the transition from junior to senior

.. high schoal. In the 'non- hand1capped group, the range of grade p1acement at exit.

was more- even]y d1str1buted

The number\
bution for both groups However, 59% of the .entire’ popu]at1on failed five or

ANEE S

-

more courses. ‘This in. 1tse1f may have been a major contr1but1on in the dec1s1on .
g to/]eave schoo] or in grevent1ng reentry. S 1 - e

The _home environment of the two *groups was re]at1Ve1y Similar. “The maior1ty of
parents were not h#gh schoo]l graduates themselves. Their occupational pursuits

~ tended to be in unsk111ed or semi-skilted JObS A number. of the mothers were

housewives. - Generally family size was small, between 1 and 3 children. .Economigc
status was most often-estimated as 1ow However,_§9 of the dropouts in this
study come from fam111es where both parents were present '

\

" The . descr1ptors on school env1ronment showed a number of d1fferences‘between the

. non- hand1capped and handicapped groups Both groups had large 1nc1dences of -

"+ which appeared to indicate a need
'ro11ment in vocational programs fo
'capped group d1d have the higher- portion 0

-schéo] d1sc1p11nary records.

- P

'When asked what the schoo] cou]d do fo. retard schoo] 1eav1ng or to fac111tate
. ‘reentry, the non-handicappéd group answered '"counseling" or “nothing". In

- contrast, the handicapped group requested placement im.special programs ans jobs /-
as well as eounseling. . This may have been' an 1nd1cat1on of. the ,need for f1nan~-:ﬁ

c1a]1y assisted job programs , /;.
I' ’ s

The future plans of the two groups d1ffered The non hand1capped group tended
to have "some" plans for reenro]]ment pass1ng the G.E.D. test or full-time
work ‘most ‘often cited. = The handilcapped: group tended: to have "no* future plans,. -
to offer exit counseling to ‘this group.  En-
oth: g;pups was. Tow.. However, the hand1—
enroT?ees .

e

‘Tab1e II conta1ns the percent of ﬁesponses to those questlons wh1ch were spec1f1c
.to the interviews.- Approx1mate1y 50 1nterv1ews were conducted: with dropouts.

These interviews were in addition to the above listed variables obtained from
school records. A1though all interviews were not complete, all possible re-

. sponses were used. A greater number of handicapped than non-handicapped students

were intérviewed. These questions centered on attitudinal type data and on pro-
grams that schoo1s m1ght 1nst1tute“for dropout- prevent1on

2 . o . -\ -y

.

of courses fa11ed dur1ng the Tast schoo1 year had a fa1r1y even dwstr1-j

——
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C0ncern1ng cPass schects, math and vocat1ona1 courses were’ 11sted as, ‘the ost-
important’ by ‘the handicapped -group while math agd soc1a1 "studies were listed
as the most ‘important by the nbn -handicapped group. In opposition,. the ha di-"
capped’ grpup listed math as tqe most disliked §yb3ect while; En911sh and ma h

. were 11sted exc1u31ve1y by the non-handicapped group. \

The responses to the quest1on .of what" the schoo] does best is d1fferent fo

. the: two groups. The main idea given by the non-handicapped .group is help i _
f1nd1ng ‘employment. The handicapped group was more aware of the teaching/learn- -
“4ing process. Vocational education was also tisted as a need. - Ninety-two per-
cent of the reSpondents des1red more vocat1ona1 tra1n;ng and p1acement

~The need for vocational programs was a]so ref]ected in “the responses to "what
the school could do to make Teaving more difficult."” The non- hand1capped/
T responses were in.two areas only - extra help with school work and job pYace- -
.ment. The .handicapped group - responded in the ‘areas of teacher interest &poss1- '
'L bilities .of alternate graduation plans, and vocational placement. This was re-
./vf1ected in the responses to teacher and principal's attitudes.. The ma30r1ty of
" responses for teachers were in "hard to talk to" or "unconcerned." Only 26% . .
of the total sample y1ewed the tedcher as "helpful," with the maJor1ty of these
. responses from the’ hand1capmgd group. Principals were viewed more posyt1ve1y,
with 55% J* thé tota] responses in the "helpful" category. -
. ' S o
ﬁhe last. quest1on concerned the reasons. g1ven for dropping out of schooﬂ These
. reasons were fairly para]]e] for the two groups. - The non- hand1capped/group
~ respended most often that full- time: emp]oyment was the major reason for leaving
schéol. . The -handicapped group responded in the financial need categories.
A]though ‘these responses were not identical, they did reflect similar financial
need Both. groups desired employdient, but the non-handicapped group seemed more
-aware of job placement than did the hand1capped group. *This was another support
fdr the needs -of the hand1capped in the areas of ‘exit counse11hg and vocat1ona1
p]acement ‘ :
In conc1us1on, severa] d1st1nct differences between hand1capped and non-handi-
capped dropouts in this sample.were noted. Three_of the most distinct charac-

teristics of the handicapped group were failure fo make the. Jun1or to senior
high schqo] transition, 1ack of future plans,’ and more pos1t1ve v1e s of the
educa€1ona1 system: \}» . PN ER |

, o .
These d1fferences can b used 1n educat1ona1 dec1s1on mak1ng in a number of ways..
. First, there i3 a neegfgor earlier identification of potential dropouts in order
. to prov1de remediation’ and/or 1ntervent1on programs. Second, provision for
exit counseling and career awareness is needed by all dropouts. However, the.
need’ appears to be more acute for the handicapped. Lastly, there are growing
~ pressures as a result of court dec1s1ons and” federa] statutes to provide suitable
educational programs for the attainment of minimal’ adu1t funct1ona1 skills to
o a1} c1thens des1r1ng them: through age 21. ¢
< -
Add1t1ona1 Informat1on on the entlre research study ‘can be obta1ned from:
_ j-. ' Dr. Norris D. Fox
ot - Center for:Research and Eva1uat1on

T : e College of Education
» ot - 7 7. North Texas:State University
. Q ’ . L.,
ERIC . , - , T 6203
EMC . . L - o Denton exas 7 2 . - | }
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'PERCENT-OF RESPONSES ON SCHOOL RECORD INPORMATION

\ ’ - . . c . ...“‘/\.7
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IrEM. ' .- c NONZ . HANDI , , ITEM. < - . NON  HAL .

"Séx:-,Mdle o T*\\*ﬁg 2& T35 ! Years below grade- 1.0-2.0 + =~ . 3 ”fK/Sﬂ'"

- . Female ' . ' e 1evg£_}&}feading . 2.1-3.9 o ' :
| S . o O
,.Race - White . - 21 - 21 o _ |
'?"‘I. Black . . .. 37 T Number .of courses -1 - - . .- 7
o - Mexican - _ ) failed during last 2 2
o American . 718 . 30 S - : -6
5

4": ’L" -

'Mgrried - Yes ; - . . 27 '_-:15‘i,f A 5,,;*“~'-i S
S No . + - 277 - 31 : : - S .
S e R _ , Highest grade-father <10 . 71 1T
‘Age at exit-ﬁEhl& 2 s IR o111 20 . 12
Y B 3 7 . L L1201t
C 16 12 - o 13- P : T oo
S 7). 13- e 1M Occupation of father-Unskilled =~ + 7 - 7
18 1 B T §emiskilled 29 34
18+ ﬂ" 4T3 - . skilled '8 .. 9.
o SR — ' - N Profeésioﬁhl 1 4
'Grade at exit 12\ 6 e 2 S ‘ o e
. 11 12 . 12 LT _Occupation of mother - Unskilled Lo 2
10 5. . - 17 . _ Semiskilled - 6 16
. 9 10 .. 18 L o Skilled. 10 03
- - T .. S Housewife ''28 - 42~
, N ' , o - ‘Other '+ 0 3
Regularity of- =0 3 2 o o ‘ T
,attendance - 1l=4. . 29 . s ' Pupil 1iving arrange-Both parents 35 . 34
-junior high =~ 5-107 9 Lok _ment . Mother -2 12
- (No.. of ‘days 10-15"~ -2 - 1 -~ . " . TFather : ‘
~ absent) . 15+ 15 . . 30 o o ' ‘
N o e B Number of siblings’
Regularity. of- 0 4 3 at ‘home ’
‘ attendance; -4 - . 7" .7 .0 B -
~high .school .. 5-10 . 11 =~ 5 . }
4 .
3

EERREE I IR
2 o ‘
3

i _ _ _ 14" 16
- (No. of days  “10-15 -~ 2 . ~ or more : - -5 . 15
"absent) 15+ 24 ) 3 - - L L
T S o B Economic status - Low - 27 44
I.Q. - 45-70 : 2 . 20 _ _ . Middle oy 12 12
S - 71-89 14 . - 23 e o '~ High> Lot . o114
. 90-110 - . 17 17 - L
CT U110+ . 4 -3 Discipline record = Yes. c 16 V34
. ' : oo o -, . No - 22 28
" Grade place- ‘ ‘ - S ' ST T
ment - .12 - ... 0
. . i} . v ) .~ ll .
o ‘
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PERCENT OF RESPONSES-ON SCHOOL RECORD INFORMATION
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1
0 15'
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" None 16 LR A B IR

Re-enroll - -5
G.E.D.- L 14
. - T Work 15
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: % Job Corp LU |

. ’ . Vocational- Training 5
' Marriage . ~ - 0

None S L0 10
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101 “d more v0cationa1 N, CYes . L, i L

R S o DTS
» Principal's attitude
TR B

séhool Teachers intergsted
could have done 'to make . f_gv Extra help with school. work

Is there anything

, Meet other people
©v o 7 Teach-reading. B o iS5
.. . Help id finding jobs X
Teach ~* [ 1o

Helpful’” ;qf B
-/Hard t0wta1k to fjf‘
Unconcefned v
Don t/know
2o Helpful el
zw,,“vﬂ “Hard “to- talk to! . . Ll

Unconcerned Hl RR

!

your 1eaving difficu1t7;*¢' - .. Fewer subjects and graduate jg~5'- i'.‘

School subjects most ,Fi

important

. Whyidid'you_drop“outzof, . :h ’Support ny - £ami1y

~ school?
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Work in school: where\eould LT

‘earn money L A X R 6

. Take more classes and

Vocational' "{'Thu-"‘:‘ (SRR MR £ 25
Math . o4 oS e S
‘ English S T"tf,fu' 3
Social ‘Studies - | - . 12 )
3
3
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~ Business. _ : 3
~- - Physical education R
' Sciences oo

' .

. Want a car 2

‘{v')Get marrled, S .k r?:i
" dob offer® - - : v
- School uninteresting 2

Problems with teacher/ B T

principal ' 8. h 11
: Subjects difficult and had . SRR e
nothing .to do with what

)graduate sooner. -’ SR 0 - L Qli

Teachers punished me for . . N =<
What others did L 9 \_,J

Couldn't afford school . G o an

e N 79
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